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The POD Network deciqed to conduct a survey of faculty development practices for .several reasons. First, many people believed that the "faculty development movement" was a casualty of tight budgets and an inevitable loss of faith in yesterday's strategies; some of us had our doubts. Also, we were curious about just what kinds of services were being offered by whom in our colleges and universities and whether things had changed dramatically in the years since Centra's survey (Centra, 1976) . Finally, we had never had a decent mailing list of "development" practitioners, yet we claimed to be committed to putting such folks in touch with each other.
In mid-1984, we mailed a letter to the chief academic officers of the 1,588 four-year (or more) colleges and universities in the U.S. asking them to send us the names and addresses of people at their institutions who directed or coordinated " ... what are typically called faculty development, instructional development, or teaching improvement programs or activities." About 1,200 responded to that letter or to a subsequent prompt; 450 indicated that they didn't have any formal program; the remaining 750 sent us the names of nearly 1000 coordinators, directors, committee chairs, or administrators.
We asked those 1,000 people to complete a 47-item questionnaire adapted from Centra's (1976) earlier survey. The questionnaire ·listed 40 different activities in five categories: 182 workshops and seminars; assessment practices; individual consultation; grants, leaves, and exchanges; and other practices. (Table 2 lists the 40 activities.) We asked people to check those activities that had been generally available to their faculties within the most recent 12-18 months. The questionnaire also asked who was responsible for planning and coordinating such services, how their current investment in faculty development compared to that of three years ago, and for some demographic information. Unlike Centra's survey, POD's did not ask for estimates of the extent of participation or degree of effectiveness.
We received about 800 completed questionnaires from 650 different institutions after mailings in the spring and fall of 1985. We combined multiple returns from individual institutions, discarded incomplete questionnaires, and excluded the few from two-year colleges. We then had 630 usable responses, a coordinator response rate of about 79%. Table 1 describes the sample of respondents by region, institutional type, enrollment, and whether public or private. We have completed questionnaires from half of the four-year colleges, universities, and professional schools in the Southeast, Midwest, and West. Perhaps because of a high proportion of very small schools in the Northeast, we have responses from only 38% of the schools in that region.
The responses to survey questions about responsibility for and relative investment in services suggest that the "faculty development movement" is neither dead nor even in decline. Ten years ago, 41% of the 408 four-year colleges and universities responding to Centra's survey claimed" ... an on-campus person or unit(s) for faculty development or instructional improvement ... " (1976, p. 34) ; 44% claimed such a person or unit in 1985. Moreover, 66% of the 1985 respondents indicated that their institutions' current investment in faculty, instructional, and professional development was much or somewhat greater than it had been three years earlier; only 9% rated their relative investment as somewhat or .much less now. Although we can all name centers and programs that have been shut down or dramatically scaled back, responses to the POD survey suggest that more programs are starting up than closing down. We can't know, of course, what the survival rate will be for current programs (half were created since 1981), but we have no evidence here to suggest faculty development is dying. Tables 2-8 provide information about the activities offered to faculty in responding institutions. Table 2 reports the percentages of institutions that offered each of the services or activities within the preceding 18 months. It shows, for example, that student ratings of instruction were available on more than 95% of these campuses, although under half provided individual help from trained consultants in interpreting such ratings. Tables 3-8 report the median number of faculty development practices in each category that institutions made available to their faculties. The tables also show how many institutions offered half or more of the opitons listed in the questionnaire. Institutions are sorted by geographic region, type, and enrollment in the tables.
It's apparent that the most popular category of practices is the traditional one of grants, awards, leaves, and exchanges (Table 6 ). Individual consultation services (Table 5 ) are available at the fewest number of institutions. Regional differences are not dramatic, but there seems to be more variety in services as one moves west (Tables 3-8) . Not surprisingly, larger institutions-especially universities-offer a greater variety of services than smaller ones. Tables 2-8 present the findings in considerable detail because information about faculty development practices in particular kinds of settings is likely to be of more interest than sweeping generalizations.
We were also curious about who was responsible for coordinating faculty development practices on these campuses. There were faculty development committees at 62% of the schools (also true in 1976), but they apparently serve advisory roles. Committees actually coordinated or provided services in only 14% of the institutions. Committees shared reponsibility with an administrator at 4% of the schools. Fourteen percent of the institutions had centers or programs, and another 14% had coordinators or directors of faculty development. Most typically, however, a dean or other administrator had responsibility for faculty development as one of his or her several duties. Predictably, institutions with a center or designated coordinator offered the most services; fewest services were available on campuses where faculty development was one among many of an adminstrator's responsibilities. .. co w 
